Historical Context
Sometimes framed as a liberal versus conservative dichotomy, the current rein-
October 1996 carnation of this false polarity centers on the proper role of aversive discipline, particularly spanking, in the socialization of children. Within this polarity, current anti-spanking rhetoric (e.g., Hyman, 1990; Straus, 1994 ) is countered by Christian fundamentalist defense of strict and sometimes punitive parental authority (e.g., Dobson, 1992; Hyles, 1972) . The contemporary discipline controversy has resurrected this false polarization between a hierarchical paternalistic authoritarian model that places obedience as the cornerstone in the foundation of character (Hyles, 1972 ) and a child-centered rights position that demands for children the same civil rights as are possessed by adults (Cohen, 1980 ). The authoritative model I posited some 30 years ago (Baumrind, 1966) rejects both extremes of the authoritarianpermissive (or conservative-liberal) polarity, representing instead an integration of opposing unbalanced childrearing positions. At one extreme, childcentered permissiveness high on responsiveness and low on demandingness is justified by a children's rights position; at the opposite extreme, restrictive parent-centered authoritarianism is justified by fundamentalist religious convictions. Within the authoritative model, behavioral compliance and psychological autonomy are viewed not as mutually exclusive but rather as interdependent objectives: children are encouraged to respond habitually in prosocial ways and to reason autonomously about moral problems, and to respect adult authorities and learn how to think inde-FAMILY RELATIONS pendently. Neither arbitrary enforcement of restrictive directives (as in authoritarian relationships) nor avoidance of extrinsic motivators and externally imposed rules and structure (as in permissive relationships) characterize authoritative parent-child relationships.
The focus of the longitudinal program of research (Family Socialization and Developmental Competence Project
[FSP]) I direct and of this article is on the relation between parental authority and normal children's development. The participants studied, first seen in the late 1960s, were well-educated, middle-class residents of the San Francisco East Bay area. Childrearing dimensions and patterns of parental authority were related to outcomes at three stages of the child's life: preschool, juvenile, and early adolescence. Externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors of children and parents were also rated, enabling children and their parents to be grouped into dysfunctional as well as functional types. Although parents' specific disciplinary practices were assessed, analyses to date have focused on the effects of global childrearing dimen-sions such as firm control, maturity demands, and responsiveness, and on patterns of childrearing. Because of the current interest (manifested by a spate of conferences sponsored by the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development and the American Academy of Pediatrics and by books by Hyman, 1990 and Straus, 1994) in precisely how parents discipline their children, in particular how mild disciplinary spanking influences children's development, the transcripts are now being recoded to obtain that information.
When I began my longitudinal study of family socialization effects, the field was dominated by child-centered advocates of permissiveness who, based on psychoanalytic premises, portrayed the child as psychologically fragile and made chronically anxious by parental restrictions and demands (Frank, 1940, p. 346) . Arguing that youngsters have the same right as adults to be self-determining and free of constraint or externally imposed discipline, children's rights advocates of the 1970s (Farson, 1974; Holt, 1974; Neill, 1964) claimed that "we must change our orientation from protecting children to protecting their rights" (Farson, 1974, p. 165). This neo-Rousseauian children's rights position arose in direct opposition to the Hobbesian view (Hobbes, 1651/1946)-which had been prevalent through previous centuries of childhood (Aries, 1962) and is represented by the extreme religious right today (e.g., Hyles, 1972) -that, by taming the child's will, paternal authority when strictly applied upholds a higher order defined by religious mandate and cultural tradition.
Until the twentieth century, few questioned the justification for parental authority. Despite his romantic view of the child, Rousseau argued for despotic rule in the family on the basis that parental rule "looks more to the advantage of him who obeys than to that of him who commands" (Rousseau, 1754/ 1952a, p. 357). The reciprocal relationship between the rights and obligations of parent and child constitutes the basis of Rousseau's social contract, which he defined as follows:
The most ancient of all societies, and the only one that is natural, is the family: and even so the children remain attached to the father only as long as they need him for their preservation. As soon as this need ceases, the natural bond is dissolved. The children, released from the obedience they owed to the father, and the father, released from the care he owed his children, return equally to independence. (1767/1952b, p. 387)
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In a similar vein more than 50 years later, Hegel (1821 Hegel ( /1952 By optimal competence, I mean an integrated balance within the person of highly developed agentic and communal qualities. The social dimensions of communion (solidarity, affiliation) and agency (dominance, power) emerge as the two orthogonal axes from almost all factor analyses of human behavior at any age (e.g., Baumrind & Black, 1967; Leary, 1957; Lonner, 1980; Wiggins, 1979) .
Communion refers to the need to be of service and to be included and connected, whereas agency refers to the drive for independence, individuality, and selfaggrandizement (Bakan, 1966) . Unmitigated by the other, an imbalance of either agency or communion is maladaptive. Thus, agency unmitigated by communion marks the egoist who may apOctober 1996 r r i l pear competent in the short run but whose lack of concern for others eventually results in reciprocated harm. Similarly, communion unmitigated by agency is self-abnegating and masochistic at best and at worst characterizes cult followers who are willing to be self-destructive or to harm outsiders in support of their ingroup's ideological causes.
Communion
Facets of behavior that load highly on the communion factor in my data include item clusters measuring friendly versus hostile behavior towards peers (referring to empathic, kind, helpful behavior with peers), cooperative versus noncompliant behavior with adults (referring to obedient, trustworthy interactions with adults, which, as the child matures, are transformed into self-regulated, faciliative participation in adult-initiated activities), and achievement-oriented versus nonachievement-oriented behavior (referring to willingness to persevere when frustration is encountered in meeting the expectations of self, parents, and teachers for cognitive performance). In the young child, the cluster "achievement oriented" loaded most highly on the communion factor, but by adolescence it loaded more highly on the agency factor, because the motivation for performance became increasingly intrinsic.
Friendly behavior towards peers is a linear index of competence, but both noncompliance and excessive compliance with adults can be problematic. Thus, failure to achieve about 70% compliance when the mother is present has been found by Patterson (in press) to be a risk factor for frequent and harsh punishment by the parent of the noncompliant child and for later antisocial behavior. Preschoolers' excessive noncompliance with adults' directives presages later school difficulties and externalizing problem behavior (Patterson, 
Agency
Issues of personal agency and autonomy are especially important during critical periods of self-definition; first in the preschool years, when the child learns to say "no" and mean it, and again during early adolescence, when young people differentiate themselves from their parents. In the Family Socialization Project (Baumrind, 1971; Baumrind & Black, 1967) , facets of behavior (measured by coherent clusters of items) that load highly on the agency factor include purposive versus aimless behavior (referring to confident self-propelled, goal-oriented behavior), dominant versus submissive behavior (referring to initiative and leadership proclivities), and domineering versus tractable behavior (referring to bold, aggressive, dominating behavior). Associated with risk-taking behaviors in adolescence, domineering behavior at that developmental stage represents a problematic facet of agency.
A major focus of contemporary social-cognitive theory concerns the exercise of personal agency through selfefficacy beliefs, which, along with sustained effort, provide a stable basis for authentic self-esteem. An internal locus of control for events (Rotter, 1966; Weiner, 1979 ) and perception of oneself as an agent rather than a pawn (De Charms, 1968) are aspects of perceived self-efficacy. People's self-efficacy beliefs influence their level of motivation and, thus, the amount and duration of effort they will expend when faced with obstacles without succumbing to depressive ruminations about their self-worth (Bandura, 1988, 1989). "Amotivational syndrome" (Deci, 1980) results from the combined effects of perceived self-inefficacy and perceived environmental unresponsiveness. Although a pessimistic explanatory style has been linked to depression, physical illness, and failure (Peterson, Maier, & Seligman, 1993), unwarranted optimism based on misleading feedback results in overestimating one's performance relative to one's effort and to other peoples' performance and, thus, in failure to work hard enough.
The self-assertive aspects of human nature (aggression and self-love) are often assumed to be evil. Violence is explosive physical force intended to injure or abuse. Aggression, however, need not be violent. In fact, aggression defined as self-assertive forcefulness and self-love is adaptive, but requires, however, correct socialization in childhood. Controlled aggression in defense of self or others is a socially useful proclivity; offensive, violent aggression is not (Pulkkinen, 1987) . Justified self-esteem grounded in competence is an index of healthy selfassertion; inflated conceit, on the other hand, is not and invites hostile aggression (see Baumeister, Boden, & Smart, 1996, for a discussion of the "dark side" of high self-esteem). Juvenile antisocial conduct disorder-with its features of defiance, deceitfulness, lack of remorse, impulsivity, and offensive aggression-is a precursor of adult criminality; by contrast developmentally normative oppositional behavior in 2 year olds and adolescents is not (see Hinshaw & Anderson, 1996) .
Developmental Considerations
During the preschool years, adult constraint-expressed as consistent contingent reinforcement and regularityhelps promote the child's sense of security and her belief that the world can be a safe, predictable place. The imposition of authority, even against the child's will is stage appropriate during the first 6 years, the period that Dubin and Dubin (1963) FdAK 0 eral respect for adults extending to an uncritical acceptance of the legitimacy of adult rules. The probability that children will repeat either prosocial or antisocial acts is determined to a large extent by the reinforcing responses of their socializing agents, who protect them from more serious extrafamilial negative consequences. Parental authority is legitimized in the young child's mind by the charisma associated with the person and the role of the parent.
Moral personality evolves by successive forms of reciprocity in which the capacity for treating the other as someone similar to, rather than alien from, oneself develops (Kohlberg, 1971 ). The earliest form of reciprocity occurs within the family and is that of reciprocity between the child's obedience to adult authority and the caregiver's unconditional commitment to the child's welfare. In first stage reciprocity, which Piaget (1932/ 1965) terms "moral realism," adult-made laws are reified as though they were absolute laws. Second-stage reciprocity consists of the literal exchange of reinforcers, with the rightness of the act, however, separated somewhat from its reinforcing consequences. Because the preschooler's social-conventional reasoning is limited, toddler compliance is most effective when the adult briefly explains the rule, and provides a consequence if the child persists in disobeying, reserving longer explanations for when punishment is over (Blum, Williams, Friman, & Christophersen, 1995).
By the time children have reached the stage of concrete operations (and third-stage reciprocity), they are well aware that others have perspectives that differ from their own, and actively solicit approval from adults as well as peers. The school-age child recognizes that stable social relationships, including those within the family, are based upon reciprocal maintenance of expectations by social partners as well as upon appropriate feelings of gratitude or malevolence so that assignment of some household responsibilities is well-accepted. The prepubescent or early adolescent child has a developed notion of social order in which approval and respect are earned by work and in which keeping one's word is understood to be mandated by the social contract. If firm parental control has been exercised in childhood, far fewer rules will be required in adolescence, and family power can be distributed more symmetrically (Baumrind, 1983 (Baumrind, , 1987 (Baumrind, , 1991 Baumrind & Moselle, 1985 
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Socialization is an adult-initiated process by which young persons through education, training, and imitation acquire their culture and the habits and values congruent with adaptation to that culture. Children's perspectives shape their understanding of parents' socialization efforts, but their perspectives are strongly influenced by their parents' perspectives, which are grounded in cultural contexts and instantiated in adult behavior. The disciplinary encounter is but one socialization strategy, and the goals of socialization are themselves limited and culturally determined. The short-range objective of the exercise of parental authority is to maintain order in the family, subordinated, however, to parents' generic objective, which is to further children's development from a dependent infant into a self-determining, socially responsible young person. For parents who want their children to take initiative, negotiate differences, and oppose injustice, behavioral compliance is a necessary but by no means sufficient long-range childrearing objective. Attribution theory distinguishes between specific behavioral compliance (adapting one's actions to conform with the directives of another) and internalization (incorporating values that guide subsequent behavior). An additional distinction should be made between internalization of a specific attitude or norm and internalization of the norm of compliance (i.e., dispositional compliance). A person who internalizes the general norm of compliance to authority may be said to be dispositionally compliant. Indeed, moral internalization is defined as the process by which children come to espouse and conform to society's rules, even when they are free of external surveillance or the expectation of external inducements. Socialization researchers have implicitly assumed that internalization of society's rules, represented by parental values, is the prime objective of childrearing. However, many parents do not make that assumption: Internalization by one generation of the rules of the preceding generation represents the conservative force in society, whereas the impetus for social transformation comes about by the challenges each generation presents to the accepted values, rules, and habits of the previous generation.
The Disciplinary Encounter
Conflictual interactions between young children and their parents occur from 3 to 15 times an hour and even more often when children are defiant or disabled (Lee & Bates, 1985) . Hoffman (1975) reports that when the child is 2 years old, about 65% of parent-child interactions focus on prohibitions, a figure found in several studies of normal children (e.g., Minton, Kagan, & Levine, 1971) where parents were observed to interrupt their children an average of every 6 to 8 minutes so as to induce them to change their behavior. Because it is rare for a disciplinary encounter to extinguish a child's motivated behavior once and for all, periodic reinforcement and explanations are necessary; a disciplinary effort should not be deemed a
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Although it may be, as Wilson (1993) contends, that children are born with the moral sentiments of fairness, duty, sympathy, and self-control, they are also born egocentric, requiring cultivation of their moral sentiments by socializing agents. The child is socialized most effectively by caregivers who have a clear sense of purpose; enforce their directives; and convey their messages simply, firmly, and consistently. Through the disciplinary encounter, caregivers attempt to induce children to behave in accord with parental standards of proper conduct and to become aware that they have an obligation to comply with legitimate authority and respect the rights of others.
Despite the current uncritical acceptance of the notion that extrinsic motivation undermines intrinsic motivation, a recent meta-analysis (Cameron & Pierce, 1994) concluded that, under most natural conditions, extrinsic reinforcement is necessary for young children to perform optimally and does not undermine intrinsic motivation. Young children typically require external incentives to put forth the effort required to test their limits. Nisan (1992), among others, has found that students perform far better when traditional learning incentives, including grades, social approval, and admonitions, are used in the classroom than when these external inducements are absent. It is likely that external inducements, such as fear of getting caught and punished, motivate adults as well as children to conform with onerous rules and with strongly motivated proscribed behavior. External incentives that result in proficiency provide an authentic and reliable basis for a sense of self-efficacy, which, in turn, promotes the development of internal standards and intrinsic interest in sustained effort. When certain forms of behavior produce an aversive outcome, children are motivated to initiate the selfcontrolling mechanisms that will enable them to avoid the negative outcome. Such self-regulating mechanisms result in reliable internalized habits of prosocial conduct that then become strengthened, not diminished, as a result of external incentives. Provided that parents are also responsive and intellectually stimulating, firm parental control and high maturity demands promote rather than undermine self-efficacy and intrinsically motivated engagement in difficult tasks.
Children's emerging sense of regularity and justice is fostered by a wellstructured regimen and clear and consistent rules of conduct that are fairly administered. In order to achieve an ac-[L0j October 1996 ceptable level of behavioral compliance, primary caregivers must supply the predictable reinforcing reactions that children require from their social environment, contingently supporting the prosocial behavior they desire, overlooking minor transgressions in a generally compliant child, and punishing transgressions in a spirited defiant child. Above all, parents must be involved and engaged so that they can both monitor effectively the child's behavior and level of distress and provide the necessary love and support children need to behave prosocially.
Because children's wishes often conflict with those of their caregivers, the notion that children can or should be raised without using aversive discipline (e.g., McCord, 1991) is utopian. In families with normally assertive toddlers, scarcity of material resources and time invites frequent aversive disciplinary confrontations.
Properly handled, such encounters can teach children the skills of negotiation as well as compliance. However, to the extent that resources permit, proactive caregiving such as childproofing; quality time-in; an abundance of positive attention and active listening; clear, direct instructions; and progressive expectations for selfhelp can minimize the number of intrusions on their autonomy that frustrate toddlers. A moderate, rather than either a severe or a minimal, level of distress facilitates child compliance with parental demands (Larzelere & Merenda, 1994) .
Arbitrary reliance on aversive discipline, rather than its judicious use, is the critical factor resulting in harm to children or failure to obtain their compliance. Thus, Power and Chapieski (1986) found in a study of healthy infants that impulse control and Bayley scores at 21 months were lower for mothers who had relied primarily on physical punishment but that neither outcome variable differentiated mothers who used physical punishment occasionally from mothers who never used physical punishment. Willingness to spank their preschoolers did not discriminate effective from ineffective parents or competent from dysfunctional children in the FSP; almost all parents, including the most effective, spanked their preschool children, although generally less than once a week; by age 9, only one third of the parents spanked their children as often as once a month; and by adolescence physical punishment was rare. In view of the complexity of the childrearing process, parents need access to a wide range of nonabusive, effective disciplinary responses that fit their child's unique attributes and the family's shared values and cultural contexts.

RELAllONS Cultural Considerations
Socialization practices that are normative for a culture are generally wellaccepted by children. Differences between groups in childrearing goals and socialization practices reflect culturally specific adaptive solutions to problems posed by the demand characteristics of particular environments (Baumrind, 1972 Deater-Decker, Dodge, Bates, and Pettit (in press) report that, for their African American sample, parents' use of physical punishment was associated positively with warmth and use of reason, which may explain why the correlation between spanking and children's externalizing behavior was negative (although not significant), rather than positive, as in their European American sample. As Jackson (in press) documents, by third grade, greater externalizing problem behavior in African American boys has its roots in factors extrinsic to the home, including persistent poverty, exposure to lead poisoning, and the disproportionate use of social isolation and severe negative feedback as punishments in school (e.g., Alexander & Entwisle, 1988).
__~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~1
Factor analyses of parents' behavior typically yield two orthogonal secondorder factors: responsiveness and demandingness (see Maccoby & Martin, 1983 , for a review). Although related to somewhat different child outcomes, facets of both factors typically emerge in cross-cultural studies (Whiting & Whiting, 1975 ).
Responsiveness
The seminal meaning of responsiveness comes from ethological theory and pertains to the meshing or mutual shaping of infant and caregiver behavior to achieve synchrony (Bowiby, 1969; Hinde, 1974) . Responsiveness refers to the extent to which parents intentionally foster individuality and self-assertion by being attuned, supportive, and acquiescent to children's needs and demands. Emotional neglect and the absence of parental responsiveness have been found to be even more important than restrictive, coercive discipline in the etiology of externalizing behaviors (Greenberg, Speltz, & DeKlyen, 1993; Simons, Johnson, & Conger, 1994). Thus, in a recent panel study, once the contribution of parental involvement had been removed, harsh corporal punishment showed no detrimental impact on adolescent aggressiveness, delinquency, and dysphoria (Simons et al., 1994) . Important facets of responsiveness include warmth, reciprocity, clear communication and person-centered discourse, and attachment.
Warmth. Warmth refers to the parent's emotional expression of love. Affective warmth and empathy in parents motivate children to participate in cooperative strategies and are associated with the development in children of an internalized moral orientation (Eisenberg, 1992; Hoffman, 1975) . Although a warm and loving parent may also be a firm disciplinarian, persistent child misbehavior eliciting persistent parental disapproval is likely to reflect a past history of parent-child mismatch and lack of parentchild reciprocity. Thus, a predominance of negative affect in parents is associated with defiance and hostile aggression in children (Grusec & Lytton, 1988; 01-weus, 1980 ). In both attention-deficit hyperactive and comparison boys, negative maternal behavior consisting of discouragement, nonacceptance, and disapproval has been found to predict externalizing child behavior in school, play, and laboratory settings (Anderson, Hinshaw, & Simmel, 1994) . Angry parents may be primed to criticize or punish children at times when they most need support. However, insincere or overly empathic affect may prevent parents from disciplining children when limits are called for. Although warmth and empathy are assumed to be positive emotions under all circumstances, their role in promoting prosocial behavior and compliance is understudied (see Dix, 1991 , for a presentation of the affective organization of parenting).
Reciprocity. The notion of reciprocity encompasses processes of synchrony or attunement in parent-infant interactions (Martin, 1981; Tronick, Ricks, & Cohn, 1982) . After achieving object permanence, the infant will anticipate how its caregiver is likely to respond to its behavior and use its repertoire of responses to induce its caregiver(s) to adjust his or her plans to take its needs into account. But the infant can have only as much influence as its caregiver permits. Parpal and Maccoby (1985) observed that a child whose mother willingly complied with his or her wishes was more likely to reciprocate with good-natured compliance with maternal demands. RELATIONS ance will be punished. Once this connection has been established, reasoning alone may suffice to obtain compliance.
Clear
Attachment. In Western societies, securely attached infants generally have a reciprocally affectionate relationship with their caregivers, whereas avoidant infants, in an effort to minimize their caregivers' intrusive expressions of concern, do not seek close proximity. However, the claim that a singular attachment to the mother is necessary for secure attachment (monotropism) is not supported by some cross-cultural evidence (Tronick, Morelli, & Winn, 1987) or by the experience of African American families where attachment to multiple caregivers is common Uackson, 1993). Indeed, if secure attachment requires the full attention of one caregiver, few children are likely to be securely attached in the future, because by the time the child is 2 years of age, both parents now routinely return to work.
Demandingness
Demandingness, the second major factor that emerges from factor analytic studies of childrearing, includes direct confrontations; monitoring; and consistent, contingent discipline. Demandingness refers to the claims that parents make on children to become integrated into the family and community by their maturity expectations, supervision, disciplinary efforts, and willingness to confront a disputative child. Demanding parents supervise and monitor their children's activities by directly confronting rather than subtly manipulating them and, thus, may engage in open conflict with their children at points of disagreement.
Confrontation. Confronting parents are involved and firm but not necessarily coercive, although they may be. A confronting parent takes a stand even when to do so provokes conflict. Lepper (1981 Lepper ( , 1983 ) and Grusec (1983) assert that confrontational social control techniques deter internalization of prosocial attitudes, whereas covert influence techniques do not. The implication for socialization of Lepper's "insufficient justification" paradigm is that when parents use "functionally superfluous" rather than "minimally sufficient" pressure to induce compliance, children are less likely to internalize norms congruent with their act of compliance than when parents use methods that minimize children's perception of external control. Exposed to pressure that is objectively just sufficient to obtain compliance, attribution researchers claim that children will attribute their compliance to internal factors rather than to external inducements and, therefore, will be less likely to deviate in the absence of external surveillance. Lewis (1981) and McCord (1991) take the position that extrinsic reinforcement is not necessary to obtain child compliance. Lepper states clearly, however, that for mild inducements to enhance internalization of the underlying norm, they must be sufficient to produce compliance. Perry and Perry (1983) point out that to be minimally sufficient to produce compliance, inducements in the home setting must often be moderately severe. It is not confrontation or the exercise of firm control per se, but rather the arbitrary, harsh, and nonfunctional exercise of firm control that has negative consequences for child behavior. By modeling evasive manipulation and depriving the child of opportunities to engage in open disputation, the goal of simply minimizing confrontations can be maladaptive. Power-assertive confrontational upbringing does not undermine prosocial behavior when parents are (a) supportive (Baumrind, 1971 ), (b) nonpunitive (Hoffman, 1963) , (c) authentic (in that they do not attempt to disguise inconsiderate and demeaning remarks to children as friendly confrontation), and (d) sensitive (in that they take into account the extent to which a particular child can profit from direct confrontation without becoming anxious or overwhelmed; Baumrind, 1983).
When parents consistently issue superfluous commands accompanied by threats and promises, but not by reasons, they are being coercive. Coercive parents focus the child's attention on the powerful status of the parent rather than on the harmful consequences of the act that the parent wishes to correct. Coercive cycles of the kind Patterson and his colleagues (1992) describe tend to escalate into ineffectual and mutually hostile disciplinary encounters that provoke defiance and undermine internalization (Hoffman, 1960) . In well-functioning families, children are rewarded for prosocial responses more than for coercive responses by successful termination of parental behavior they find aversive (Snyder & Patterson, 1995) .
Monitoring. An organized household, consistent expectations, clear guidelines, defined responsibilities, and close monitoring promote self-regulation and planfullness in children. Patterson (1982 Patterson ( , 1986 ) has demonstrated conclusively that close monitoring deters boys' antisocial behavior. However, close supervision, and the provision of an orderly, consistent regimen require a greater investment of time and energy than poor parents can sometimes afford. Ineffectual monitoring has been found to mediate the relation between poverty status and boys' misconduct. Thus, in Patterson and Capaldi's (1991) study, knowing that a family was socially disadvantaged predicted ineffectual monitoring to which information about mothers' personality added very little. Although emotional and social cognitive variables often predict parents' disciplinary behavior, introducing these variables as mediators does not improve the prediction of child misconduct once monitoring has been entered in that model ( The crucial factor in behavior management is contingent use of positive or negative reinforcers immediately following desired or prohibited child behavior, respectively. A noncontingent caregiver produces a defiant child who induces the caregiver to punish harshly and who coercively controls other family members by temper tantrums and physical attacks (Snyder & Patterson, 1995) . Several studies that analyzed the effects on young children of noncontingent positive regard (e.g., Millar, 1972; Watson, 1971) found these effects to be consistent with those of noncontingent aversive stimulation. Whether noncontingent reinforcement is positive in the form of approval or negative in the form of disapproval, the impact on children's social development of noncontingent or arbitrary reinforcement is detrimental. Noncontingent approval or disapproval may lead children to conclude that the environment is unresponsive to their behavior, inducing beliefs about causality that deter children from trying harder when confronted with an obstacle to goal achievement.
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RELATIONS
The focus of the Family Socialization Project is on patterns of parental authority defined by contrasting profiles of responsiveness and demandingness. The authoritative and Nordic models of childrearing differ in some important respects.
The Authoritative Model
Authoritative parents are both highly demanding and highly responsive, by contrast with authoritarian parents, who are highly demanding but not responsive; permissive parents, who are responsive but not demanding; and unengaged parents, who are neither demanding nor responsive. At different time periods, additional patterns of parenting emerged from FSP analyses, for example, the harmonious family at Time 1. I focus here on the authoritative model.
The rational-authoritative model rejects the false polarity between a childrearing ideology of indulgence and one of tyranny in favor of one that balances control with warmth and judicious demands with responsiveness. Typically, authoritative parents value behavioral compliance but not dispositional compliance (Baumrind 1966 (Baumrind , 1975 (Baumrind , 1978 (Baumrind , 1980 . Authoritative parents remain receptive to the child's views but take responsibility for firmly guiding the child's actions, emphasizing reasoning, communication, and rational discussion in interactions that are friendly as well as tutorial and disciplinary. The balanced perspective of authoritative parents is neither exclusively child-centered nor exclusively parent-centered but, instead, seeks to integrate the needs of the child with other family members, treating the rights and responsibilities of children and those of parents as complementary rather than as identical.
The authoritative model of discipline is characterized by use of firm control contingently applied and justified by rational explanation of consistently enforced rules. Authoritative parents endorse the judicious use of aversive consequences, which may include spanking, but in the context of a warm, engaged rational parent-child relationship. The effects of firm control differ when embedded in an authoritarian versus an authoritative pattern of discipline, that is, when parents are unbalanced versus balanced in their demandingness-responsiveness ratio and when their exercise of control is based on their power to compel obedience rather than on their knowledge of the child's developmental needs.
Authoritative parents view the child as maturing through developmental stages with qualitatively different features, but do not describe this maturational process as an automatic unfolding, emphasizing instead well-timed parental interventions. Because children have their own agendas that include testing the limits of their parents authority, disciplinary encounters are frequent, even in authoritative homes. At such times, direct power assertion that suffices to control the child's behavior and is preceded by an explanation serves to reinforce parental authority concerning the standards that the child must meet. A distinguishing feature of authoritative parenting is its emphasis on discussion, explanation, and clear communication.
It is conceded by attribution theorists (Lepper, 1981 (Lepper, , 1983 ) that, until about age 7, the additive principle (in which external influences increase rather than detract from internal motivation) predominates. Prior to the age that the discounting principle would lead older children to conclude that they are complying only because they are being forced to do so against their will, the combination of reasoning and enforcement typically used by authoritative parents achieves a high level of behavioral compliance (Perry & Perry, 1983) . My distinction between authoritarian and authoritative discipline does not coincide entirely with Lepper's (1981) distinction between "minimally sufficient" and "functionally superfluous" control, because there are circumstances in which, in order to emphasize the parent's displeasure or to stimulate a challenging confrontation, authoritative parents will use a magnitude of control or a kind of control (abrasive) that is functionally superfluous.
A Nordic Model
In contrast with the authoritative model, Swedish and Norwegian educators have adopted what I view as a neoRousseauian romanticization of children as rightfully self-absorbed and selfgratifying. Parents are advised to empathize with their children's wishes and psychic needs and to constrain and inhibit them as little as possible. Swedish and Norwegian parents have adopted a model that puts a premium on persuasion and forbids spanking or other "demeaning" disciplinary practices. Their children remain in a play-oriented daycare setting, exposed to no formal learning until they start school at age 7. In return for the abundant emotional and financial support provided by the state, most parents willingly conform to their government's policy concerning how they should relate to their children. RELAllONS youth violence? I think not. Antisocial behavior patterns are multidimensional and multidetermined by complex, transactional causal pathways that include sociocultural, socioeconomic, familial, cognitive, and psychological factors. Also, questionnaire data are always subject to reporting biases. Clearly, the root causes of youth violence are to be found elsewhere than in the use of disciplinary physical punishment in the home.
The ban on corporal punishment in
The prudent use of punishment within the context of a responsive, supportive parent-child relationship is a necessary tool in the disciplinary encounter with young children. The shortand long-term effects on child outcomes of any disciplinary practice within the normative range are moderated by cultural and childrearing contexts. The extent to which spanking or any other form of aversive discipline is part of a harsh parenting pattern or is conditioned by warmth and the use of reason determines its meaning to the child and its consequent beneficial or detrimental effects. Within the context of an authoritative childrearing relationship, aversive discipline is well accepted by the young child, effective in managing short-term misbehavior, and has no documented harmful long-term effects.
It is my view that behavioral compliance is a necessary, but by no means sufficient, childrearing goal. Socialization goals representing the accommodative force in society should be balanced with training in confrontation and disputation so that the child can become a creative, transformational force in society, not merely a conforming citizen. The disciplinary encounter is intended to control children's short-term behavior and to influence, but not determine, their longterm behavior. Agentic dispositional tendencies (divergent intelligence, competitiveness, willingness to dissent, and individuation) are adaptive, even though they may conflict with the internalization of specific societal norms and with the development of dispositional compliance.
It should be the concern of professionals who work with parents to respectfully offer them alternative disciplinary strategies, using carefully evaluated intervention programs (e.g., Lochman & Wells, 1996) , rather than to condemn parents for using methods consonant with their own, but not the counselor's, beliefs and values. Parents who choose to use punishment often seek guidance in using it efficaciously. Efficacious punishment is contingent upon the child's misbehavior, as well as upon the parents' responding in a prompt, rational, nonexplosive manner and with knowledge and consideration of the child's developmental level and temperament. Clear limits that are firmly enforced during the early years and that occur within the context of a rational-authoritative relationship minimize the need for punishment by mid-adolescence, at which time the rights and responsibilities of parents and children become more symmetrical and less complementary, finally approaching the egalitarian relationship characteristic of adult peers. 
